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Introduction/History

The City of Little Rodkas been working to create its portion of te®uthwest Trail from Little Rock to

Hot Springs for yeardn 2008, Union Pacific and the City of Little Rock Parks and Recreation discussed

what design considerations would make Union Pacific comfortable with the trail from a safety
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railswith-trails project safetyand progress on the Southwest Tiaéls continued The City of Little Rock
hasrecentlydeveloped a new esign for the Southwest Trail at the LaHarpe Undercrossing we believe

meets or exceeds the safety concerns expressed by UP in 2008. We believe it is time to rgetigage
discussiorfor the health, safety, transportation equity, and economic develomttef our city.

Since 2008, additional data regarding the safety of-#aith-trails projects has been publisheth
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year study considering 16ilswith-trails projects in the United StatésTheir key finding was that
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28% of which are along Class | railroads, are exceptional with onlatatié/fand two injuriesreported

in 20 yearsver allprojects® Considering the frequencies of injury and death on railroad +idiway

without a railswith-trails project, these projects can actually increase safety by providing a space for

people towalk in these corridors other than the tracks themselVves.

Since 2008, there has also been considerable movement on the Southwest Trail pio2@t5, ALTA
Planning completed the Southwest Trail Corridor & Economic Impact Study considering theraihtire t
route and its impact. In May 2016, Mayor Stodola, BACA President Mason Ellis, and | completed an on
the-ground survey of thé\LTAproposed trail corridor from the Arkansas River Trail to Interstate Park.
In August2016, atthe request of Mayor Stamla, Iconsideredhe route at a finer scale from the
Arkansas River Trail to Interstate Park and shared my report with Union Pa8ifartly thereafter, the
conceptwas rejected by three Union Pacific representatives. In January 2017, | completeghan e
more detailed consideration of the route from the Arkansas River Trail to Centra{whgth we

Rdzo 6 SR (G KS da/ Sy iobshare with staRetolets 2ndprBparhtibnito requebederal
Lands Access Program fundiin Februan2017,this route was rejected by Union Pacific, citing safety
concerns and a desire to allow future Union Pacific system expansion.

1 https://www.littlerock.gov/for-residents/bikepedittle -rock/why-bikeped/health/

2 https://www.littlerock.gov/for-residents/bikepedittle -rock/why-bikeped/economignvestment/
3 https:/www.littlerock.gov/media/3332/rwtplusreport_final 103113.pdf

4 https://www.littlerock.gov/media/1373/150724 southwedtail finakreport.pdf

5 https://www.littlerock.gov/media/3320/little-rock-southwesttrail-proposalaugust2016-5. pdf

5 https://www.littlerock.gov/media/1863/little-rock-southwesttrail-proposatjan-6-2017.pdf
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Southwest Trail developments have occurred since Feb2@ly. Garland, Saline, and Pulaskities

were together awarded $2M Federal Lands Access Progréri APjunding to design and engineer the
Southwest Trail from Hot Springs to Central High School in Little Rock. The City of Little Rock was also
awarded $1.6MFLAP fundinépr Phase Onef a three phase project to builthe Central High

Corridor”® Sincethen, the City of Little Rock and dedicateitizens have been workirtg address the

safety and system expansion concerns of Union Pacific.réfjfug details the work done in the area of

the LaHarpe Undercrossing.

New LaHarpe UndercrossinGoncept

Union Pacifi@ & & G NP y I&gadrding tDe2S6udns/ésl/Trailay bethe proximity of theproposed
trail to active trackn the vicinity of the LaHarpe Undercross{fig. 1) This area was theadest
setbackreported in the January 2017 propabkand the focal area discussed in 20@&ity of Little Rock
staff have considered this area in greattail in an effort to address those concern$hough it would
addsubstantialcost to the project, weare considering route that wouldtake the trail in between the
eastern LaHarpe Bridge abutment and the easteaHarpe Bridge pillars (F2)y.

To be clear, this is only a design option being explored by City of Little Rock staff. Even with Union
Pacific approval of this route, the City is not resolvebudd the Southwest Traiih this space We

cannot fully appreeite theadditional expensehe difference inuser experienceandpotentialuser vs.
infrastructuresafety concerns withoutngineering the facility That engineering will require an -@ite
surveyto obtain more detailed measurements. Before conducting that sumveyyould liketo meet

with Union Pacific and obtain an easement so that we know we are not wasting our resources in
conducting the survey and we have permission to access the area.

Addressing Union Pacific Concerns

Thisdesign optiorwould aldress several concernsgessed by Union Pacific:

1) Maximize SetbackThis routewould increase the setback in the LaHarpe Undercross$ing)
the 24 ft.closest setback proposed in our January 2017 proptsalpproximately 32 ft.
closest setback (Fig. 3 vs. &) more rigoras survewill provide more exact setback
measurements.A 32.5 ft.setback comparegery favorably with national averages of raigh-
trails setbacks (Fig. 5).

2) Physical Barrier (PillarsThe LaHarpe Bridge pillars woldd between the active tracind the
trail under the bridge itselfFigs. 6 &7). In the unlikely event of a derailmentdarailed train
would literally have to collapse the LaHarpe Beitig¢fore harmindrail usesin this areaan
incident that would beevenless likely after ouproposed retaining wall and earth are added
under the bridge (see below).

3) Physical Barrier (Wall: y I f SGGSNI FNRY ! tg theGhy of Little Rad#n O Q &
August 7, 2008, Union Pacific requesteshafoot high crash waltletween the tacks and a trail
(Fig. 1) Thisdesigh would exced that requirement. It would build awall approximately 10 ft.

” https://www.littlerock.gov/media/1862/cleflap-applicationsupport.pdf
8 https://www.littlerock.gov/media/3321/flappressrelease.pdf
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high at thre LaHarpe Undercrossingasloping downward on either sidéigs. 4 &8). This wall
would withstand an impact from a derailechtn much better than the proposedft wall
because, instead of empty space/a trail behind the wall, there will be solid earth.

4) Different Grade:The wall in this design woultbt simply be a crash wall, but a retaining wall
creating a level surface fdine trail above the track gradeTrail users would be better protected
relative to a crash wall both because of the superior strength of a retaining wall and because the
force of a derailed impact would be focused below theather than at their elevatin. The trail
would be 10ft. above grade under the bridge and would slope down on either side (Fig. 4). The
trail would never be at track grade north of the LaHarpe Bridgle vicinity of active tracks
and would only match track grade south of theHarpe Bridge after the setback was 50 ft. or
more (Fig. 4)

5) No Capacity ExpansionIssués: G NI Af Ay (GKA&a f20FGA2Yy ¢2dzZ R y2
add tracks in the future because a trackwld not fit between the LaHarpe Bridge eastern
abutment and the LaHarpe Bridge eastern pillars

Measurements

All measurements are approximate. A Union Paaifioroved survey would allow us take more exact
measurements and do the preliminary engineering required to better consider the merits of gignde

LaHarpe Undercrossing Trail Width

There are two sets of two pillars on the eastern end of the LaHarpe Bridge (Fig. 1). The northern set of
LAEEl NBA A& Ofz2alsSaid (G2 GKS SFadSNy-YRadzi YBy & E N} LIVIRP
the other pillar. This creates the narrowest point between the abutment and the pillEne. southern

asSli 2F LAETEINAR A& FLIWINREAYFGStE® wnQ FNBY GKS | 0odz
rightof-g @ T2 NJ G§KS Sy A NBideipavédArdil And b thréeXabtleyeHzore arielther M H Q
side,OKI yySt AT SR GN}Af ¢gARGKA 6Sdad I O6NARISL NB 27
widths proposed for this project in Figurg 4Am T Q -dflivadl Waiik in the undercrossiyis sufficient

(Fig.8).

LaHarpe Undercrossing Trail Height
Even after a retaining wall is built and earth fills in this space, there will be approxirh&tielpf height
clearance (Fgy7 & 8).

Retaining Wall Along Eastern Pillars

The earth and rockurrentlyagainst the LaHarpe Bridge eastern abutment are structurally required. In
order to create a level surface between the abutment and the pillars, a retaining wall approximately 7 ft.
high will be built on top of thexasting 3 ft. wall associateaith the pillars and we will fill in the space

with earth to create the Southwest Trail approximately 10 ft. above the grade of the tracks/(&i§).

Pipeline Support

Within 10 ft. of the northern exit of the proposed LaHatpedercrossing, there is a cement and earthen
support for the pipeline suspended immediately north of the LaHarpe Bridge 2Rg6). This will likely
cause the trail tdurn west a few feet before gradually losing its 10 ft. of elevation to bgratiewith

the train tracks after the setback exceeds 50 ft. {HIg 6).
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Next Steps

The City of Little Rock, with contributions from Little Reckinteerresidents, has made considerable
STFFTF2NIa G2 | RRNBaa ! yAzy t I OAng Niedesign ORioh CoBdilgred | 0 G K
herewould devote much more time, effort, and capital to this undercrossing to addregsh 2y t I OA FA O
concerns than the Citiyad originally. The City requesta meetingwith Union Pacifito discusghis new

proposed Lakrpe Undercrossing route and the entire Southwest Ti@itidor between the Arkansas

River Trail and Centriligh School This will allow us to identify any other specific points in the

proposed trail route that Union Pacific has concerns so we haveghertunity to address those as

well. If/When the City is able to obtain an easement from Union Pacific, we will use our resources to

conduct a more detailed survey of this area to allow us to engineer the LaHarpe Undercrossing.

The Southwest Trail conceis not going away. Little Rock, Hot Springs, and all of the communities in
between havedevoted a great deal of tim&nergy and capitato conceptualize this trailt is important
for our health, transportation, livability, and econom8ince obtaiing Federal Lands Access Program
funding, Garland, Saline, and Pulaski Counties and the City of Little Rock now have an additional
responsibility tathat funding agencyo do everything in our powers to obtain the requisite easements
to complete tis trail Thank you for your time and attention.
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Rockat the LaHarpe Undercrossing/e believe the proposedesignhas the potential to meet or
exceed what Union Pacific has requested.
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Figure2. A trail between the eastern LaHarpe Bridge abutment and the eastern LaHarpe pillars (red

circle) would give every possible allowance to Union Pacific safety and expamsienrcs.
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Southwest Trail

Bridge to allow trail to pass underneath

Southwest Trail &
Arkansas River Trail

g Citvof Litde Rock Southwest Trail
©! 5] Parks & Recreation - - -
PR Arkansas River Trail Connection Concept =

Figure3. This is the figure in the January 2017 Central High Corridor report. Note the proximity of the

previouslyproposed trail to the active track in the lower left corner of the figuFégure by Leland
Couch.

Trail elevated with piers

Open to allew:trail to pass underneath

Arkansas River Trail:

Southwest, Trail

il : . : i R N : 3 h ‘ WL : < i -\ T
R Southwest Trail S
b P = Adosu: RiveTail Tead Elevation
Pars i creat Arkansas River Trail Connection Concept =
/'n'”l‘ Le Atk o ) 10

Figure4. This is themodification of the proposed route due to Union Pacific concemdete thechange
in the proximity of the propoed trail to the active track relative to Figure Bigure by Leland Couch.
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Distance between trail and railroad tracks
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Figure5. The City of Little Rock is proposing a trail route tlaaely comes within 50 ft. of an active

0N O1 @ I & -withyT&idJkeQortQthis distaricé igivery conservative relative to othek rails
with-trails projects in the United States.

Figure6. This trail route would create athack of~40 ft. at itsclosest(red dotted line) At this point
the trail will still not be at grade with the track®lote that, due to structural supports of the pipeline
suspended immediately north of the LaHaf®edge, the trail willimmediately turn west eiking the
LaHape Undercrossing in the nortbAll measurements are approximate.
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